We appreciate the comments from Dr. Hye-Kyung Jung. There have been several issues in clinical trials on irritable bowel syndrome (IBS) such as duration of trial, study design, on demand or repeated cycles of treatment, and optimal efficacy endpoint.[@B1],[@B2] Among these, optimal endpoint issue is one of the most important factors to prove efficacy of therapeutic agent in a clinical trial,[@B3] however, widely accepted and validated outcome measures is unavailable at present. Contrary to other gastrointestinal diseases such as gastroesophageal reflux disease or inflammatory bowel disease which are diagnosed and assessed by endoscopy, laboratory, and radiologic evaluation, successful treatment of IBS in outpatient office or assessment of effect in IBS clinical trial could be measured only by symptom improvement.[@B4]

Binary endpoints, such as adequate relief and satisfactory relief, have been used most commonly as primary endpoint in most IBS clinical trials. However there is a question whether it is enough as primary endpoint[@B5],[@B6] therefore it should be reinforced by secondary (supportive) efficacy endpoints in the clinical research. Although IBS symptom and quality of Life (QOL) score could be used as secondary endpoint, the utility of QOL score in IBS clinical trial has not been explored as satisfactory[@B7] and some authors suggest that QOL score should be considered as a tertiary endpoint.[@B4]

One of the important purposes of our study was to validate the usefulness of QOL as an endpoint and we found that QOL score was comparable to symptom score in IBS clinical trial. QOL provides important information to clinicians about the aspects of health care that \"actually get to the patient\"[@B8] and The European Agency for the Evaluation of Medicinal Product and Rome III committee emphasized QOL assessments as important secondary outcomes.[@B2],[@B9]

The problem is that there has been no consensus about the definition of responder in the outcomes by symptoms or QOL scoring system. We were also troubled with the definition of \"clinically meaningful change\" in scoring system when we designed our study protocol. The magnitude of score changes which means clinically important improvement in individual symptom or QOL has not been defined in IBS trials.[@B2] Some studies considered as little as 10% reduction in visual analog scale rating of symptom severity[@B10] or 1 step on 7-step ordinal scale[@B9] as clinically meaningful, whereas other studies used 50% reduction in an aggregate symptom severity index[@B11] or questionnaire.[@B5] A statistically significant p-value also does not imply whether a particular finding is \"clinically meaningful change.\"

Therefore we recommend clinical researchers to use QOL as an endpoint in IBS clinical trials and hope that further studies will be carried out to figure out what is the magnitude of \"clinically meaningful change\" in symptoms and QOL scoring system.
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